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~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 



1. |3 The amendment filed on 03 February 2006 under 37 CFR 1.312 has been considered, and has been: 

a) □ entered. 

b) □ entered as directed to matters of form not affecting the scope of the invention. 

c) □ disapproved because the amendment was filed after the payment of the issue fee. 

Any amendment filed after the date the issue fee is paid must be accompanied by a petition under 37 CFR 1.313(c)(1) 
and the required fee to withdraw the application from issue. 

d) M disapproved. See explanation below. 

e) □ entered in part. See explanation below. 

In deleting "the case where said determination region setting means determines as being" (in claims 1, 13, 16, 18, and 19), 
applicant has changed the scope of the invention because this claim no longer has the limiataion: the determination region 
setting means determine being in a comparative determination effective region. Although the examiner does not necessarily 
believe the that applicants amendment (filed 2/3/06) would make the claims non-allowable, however the applicants 
amendment has broadened the scope of the claimed invention, therefore raising new issues which requires further 
consideration and/or search by the examiner 

All other changes are strictly for formal matters and would be acceptable. Though the change in claim 1 on line 13 creates 
grammar problemes "value as comparative determination", probably should read "value as a comparative determination". 
Also in claim 14 on line 6-7 the amended claim reads "voltage waveform at time when no harmonics" should read "voltage 
waveform at a time when no harmoics". 
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